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ABSTRACT
This study was to determine if below average readers in a reading remediation
class receiving Direct Instruction reading would make larger gains in reading than
average to above average readers who received whole language based reading instruction.
These were 69 students in the study. Students were assigned to cohorts based on test
performance on the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) and administrative
recommendations. Instruction was provided for 5 months for the experimental group (n=
36) using Scientific Research Associates Corrective Reading (a Direct Instruction reading
program). The control group (n= l 1) received 5 months ofreading instruction in a locally
designed whole language reading and grammar program. The data were analyzed using a
one way analysis of variance (ANOVA). The significance level used to test the
hyp othesis was .05. The F value was found to be 4.53 (df 1,92). Thus the null
hyp othesis was rejected. There is a significant difference in the reading achievement
between groups. Limitations for this study concern the use of the DRA.
Recommendations for this study would be using a more sensitive pre and post assessment
tool to determine reading gains.
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The Effect
Chapter 1
Introduction
Learning to read can be considered the cornerstone ofelementary education.
Reading is a complex task that requires many different skills to be applied in specific
order with specific rules. Once children begin school they are instructed through one of
two broad theories on methods for learning to read. One is a top down method
exemplified by whole language. Second is a bottom up method characterized by
systematic instruction.
Whole language is a reading instruction method that embodies a nebulous
philosophy oflanguage development and instructional approaches. This philosophy of
learning and language has six components: language learning is easy when it's real,
whole, and relevant using real literature; reading is both personal and social; reading is
learned through using language simultaneously in the context ofauthentic speech and
literacy events; language development is empowering because the user "owns" it;
language learning is learning how one's friends, parents, and culture uses language;
language is a holistic personal-social achievement (Goodman, 1986; Bergeron, 1990;
Dudley-Marlin, 1995; Tierney, Readence & Dishner 1995).
The whole language philosophy relies heavily on prior experience with written
language. The whole language instruction philosophy holds that reading begins with
information students bring to school (components of emergent literacy and prior
experiences with reading and writing) and that in reading a text, meaning is construed
though the whole story (Goodman, 1986). For reading instruction, priority is given to
reading and writing activities that develop a child's construction ofmeaning. Phonics
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lessons are conducted opportunistically in the context of meaning in reading and writing.
Performance-based assessments, such as portfolios, are preferred to formal or skill
focused assessment of progress (Foorman, Francis, Schatschnieder, & Mehta, 1998).
Whole language's philosophy of prior experience is based on the works of
Vygotsky (1962, 1978,) who developed the social-constructionist theory where adults act
as facilitators that engage children in literature through books, environmental print, and
alphabetic games. While all children come to school having been exposed to some
environmental print and complex verbal interactions, Vygotsky theorized that meaningful
interaction with literacy provides the impetus for many children to come to school primed
to read. The skills that children can bring to school are often called emergent literacy.
Emergent literacy refers to concepts and skills children bring to school (Teale and
Sulzby, 1986). The concepts and skills relevant to this term are; a) understanding
environmental print, b) experience with proto writing and writing, c) basic alphabetic
principles, d) basic phonics principles, and e) phonemic awareness. However what are
the implications if children enter school with limited or no interactions with literacy?
The reading and writing interactions between adults and children in low
socioeconomic status (SES) homes were limited (Purcell-Gates, 1998). Low SES students
can be described as being "educationally poor"; they begin school less prepared and
struggle to keep up with their peers (Maruyama, G. 2003). Specifically for reading, Chall
and Jacobs (1983) found that lower SES students fall further behind the grade
expectations of below average readers. If one equates the data from low SES homes
where there are few interactions with print and reading to any home were there are few
interactions, regardless to SES, it holds true that any child who has limited interactions
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with print will likely have difficulty in learning to read. Children from low-incomes
families can be taught at a rate sufficient to bring them up on most achievement measures
to national norms (Becker, 1977). How do you teach students with limited literacy
experiences the "missing" background information? In the classic description of
socioeconomic status and school achievement Coleman et al (1966) found that effective
teaching (emphasis added) benefited all students, especially the lower socioeconomic
status (SES) students. Effective Teaching methods are characterized by these six
concepts: a) use broad concepts, b) use clear teaching strategies to cover materials, c)
prime students for us of background knowledge, d) use scaffolding to guide and assist, e)
use well thought-out review for mastery, and f) use strategic integration to connect new
information to more complex concepts (Burke, Hagan, & Grossen, 1998). This
illustrates that no matter the SES status, students who have limited experiences with
reading and writing before coming to school can catch up if provided effective
instruction.
Dovetailing these effective teaching methods is the systematic instruction method
called Direct Instruction (DI). Direct Instruction is a systematic, explicit teaching of
academic information through sound instructional design and highly structured classroom
instruction. DI's instructional design has five principles: identify the "big ideas" to
organize content; teach explicitly, use generalizable strategies; scaffold instruction;
integrate skills and concepts; and provide adequate review (Stein, Carnine, and Dixon,
1998; Gersten , Woodward, & Darch 1986).
To determine if students who have received five years of whole language reading
instruction and who still exhibit reading difficulties could succeed with systematic
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reading instruction the study locality implemented a DI reading program as a reading
remediation for fourth grade students reading below grade level. Experimental and
control cohorts were assigned by the students performance on the Developmental
Reading Assessment (DRA) test and administrator/teacher recommendations. The
Developmental Reading Association is published by Celebration Press. Below grade
level students were provided instruction in reading by using Scientific Research
Associates (SRA) Corrective Reading (Engelmann, S, Carnine, L., Johnson, G., Hanner,
S., Osborn, S., & Haddox, P. 1998). Corrective Reading by SRA is a code based reading
curriculum designed for students in grades 4 through 12 who have not learned to read
proficiently in other programs and do not learn well on their own. Those students who
were reading at grade level were provided a traditional reading program - a locally
developed reading and grammar course that uses whole language methods. The purpose
of this study was to determine that effect of Direct Instruction on below average readers.
More specifically this study addressed the following: will there be a difference in the
reading scores of students receiving Direct Instruction and students receiving whole
language based reading instruction.
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Chapter 2
Review of the Literature
This chapter will provide a review of the current research on definitions of
reading, methods of reading acquisition, reading instruction delivery methods - whole
language or systematic phonics, Direct Instruction, remediation, and the implications for
students who have received five years of reading instruction but who continue to exhibit
reading difficulties.
Definitions ofReading
Reading is not solely the pronunciation of words; rather, it is a decoding/blending
and comprehension process that evokes meaning (Hayes, 1991). Comprehension is the
goal of reading; however, it is not possible unless the reader can decode the printed words
(Grossen & Carnine, 1993).
Reading is a twofold process--decoding and comprehending. Decoding involves
three processes: a) identification of syrnbol(s), b) association of meaning to the
syrnbol(s), and c) blending the symbols' meaning with the next sound/symbol(s). (Groff,
1977; Ekwall & Shanker, 1985; Heilman, Blair, & Rupley 1986). Initially, individuals
need to identify the printed symbol(s) by visually discriminating the great variety of
different symbols on a page. The second part of the process is associating meaning with
the symbols. Individuals need to attribute the correct sound that the symbol represents
and to relate the symbol to previous sounds. This is accomplished if individuals can
associate speech sounds with printed letters and letter combinations (Dechant, 1969;
Strickland, 1998). The last part of the decoding process is using the letter sound
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associations, blending the sounds together, and then assigning meaning to the blend.
Comprehension involves being able to pronounce a word correctly, connecting the
word(s) to their meaning(s), connecting the meaning to an experience, and incorporating
the word(s) into a new experience (Bums, Roe, & Ross, 1988; Graves, Van de Broek &
Taylor, 1996).
On a basic level readers must be able to associate a grapheme with its phoneme,
associate the grapheme and phoneme next to it and blend the two together. Readers must
also assign meaning to the blend and then move to the next grapheme/phoneme to repeat
the process. They must continue the process until the whole word is blended and finally
assign meaning to the word.
The federal government's Partnership for Reading, the National Reading Panel,
and the Reading First Law, defines reading as follows:
Reading is a complex system of deriving meaning from print that requires all of
the following: the skills and knowledge to understand how phonemes, or speech
sounds, are connected to print; the ability to decode unfamiliar words; the ability
to read fluently; sufficient background information and vocabulary to foster
reading comprehension; the development of appropriate active strategies to
construct meaning from print; the development and maintenance of a motivation
to read(http://www.nifl.gov/partnershipforreading/explore/reading_defined.html).
The above definition defines reading as a multi-layered and multifaceted process
that requires readers to understand different concepts, know how and when to apply
them, and construe meaning from all these processes at the same time.
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Readers shift between what they know and what the text says. They elaborate
meaning with personal experiences and revise when needed (Walker, 1996). Individuals
shift between what they know and what they don't know to construe meaning from a text.
Using these concepts and definitions a general definition of reading can be
derived. Reading is the ability to understand thoughts and ideas through a
representational/symbolic method; the ability to decipher and understand the
representational/symbolic shapes; and the ability to synthesize the material into a new
product.
In a literate society information is transmitted via the printed word. If information
is to be shared then individuals must be able to first understand the "code" in which it is
written and second be able to read it. If one is able to read then one also needs to be able
to comprehend what is being read. Once one is able to comprehend, the next and final
step is to form the information into a new product continuing the transmission of
information.
It is generally accepted that in the western socioeconomic sphere that being
unable to read causes higher high school drop-out rates and lessens the ability to obtain
higher paying jobs (Lafleur, 1992). In preschool and elementary school acquiring weak
skills in reading results in a "cwnulative dysfluency" which means that later academic
learning in core academic subjects··- math, science, history - is difficult due to the
reliance of the written word as a main method in which knowledge is transmitted (Binder,
1996). At the same time, children who are poor readers usually continue to fall behind in
reading ( Juel, 1988; Stanovich, 1986) which negatively affects their academic
achievement in other areas, as well as their self esteem and motivation to learn (Torgesen,
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1977). The ability or inability to read and write is key to filling out applications; applying
for house loans, reading legal documents, reading and following directions, reading
recipes for cooking, and following road si gns.
Reading Acquisition
There are several sets of skills that need to be developed prior to formal reading
instruction. These skills are usually defined under the term emergent literacy. Emergent
literacy refers to concepts and skills children bring to school (Teale & Sulzby, 1986).
The concepts and skills relevant to this term are: understanding environmental print,
experience with proto writing and writing, basic alphabetic principles, basic phonics
principles, and phonemic awareness.
Environmental Print
Environmental print is defined as words, si gns, and logos that appear in a child's
environment where they interact with, organize, and analyze different words to construe
meaning (Goodman, 1986). These words are often brand names of familiar stores or
products (i.e., Wal-Mart, McDonald's or Kool Aid) or words that appear across
geographic areas (i.e. the word "stop" and "exit" on signs). While adults, older children,
or television are the "definers" of the spoken version of si gns, brand names, or other
printed words; it is the children who begin to use the printed words in and from their
environment to construe meaning when they see the word/symbol (i.e., seeing a stop sign
and saying 'stop.') Another place environmental print is to be found is in printed reading
materials in children's homes. These materials include advertisements for items desi gned
for children in youth magazines (i.e., Highlights or Sports Illustrated Kids) and brand
names on toys (Mattel or Matchbox). In addition, environmental print is found on food
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wrappers (such as M&Ms and Cheerios) and on clothing as the clothing brand name or as
advertising. Meaning derived from environmental print is significant when the words are
shown in context (Sulzby & Teale, 20_03). The ability to read environmental print is not
based on any ethnic or socioeconomic strata but on exposure (Goodman, 1986). It is
exposure to environmental print that is, as some reading experts believe, one step in
learning to read because children learn that print signifies meaning (Goodman, 1984). If
environmental print is one of the basic influences for children learning to read then it
should be comprised of signs and logos for products or services that children recognize.
These signs can occur in a child's environment: home, television, road side signs and/or
toys. The words that comprise signs or logos can have meaning for the child- e.g.
M&Ms means yummy candy. Words in the environment can help children to identify the
concept that words can stand for items or places.
The next step in developing an understanding of print is realizing that print carries
messages (Casbergue, 1998). Linked to environmental print is children's use of proto
writing/writing. Once children begin to recognize words and symbols they often begin to
explore the shapes of the letters and words.
Basic Alphabetic Principles.
Among several potential reading prerequisite skills that children can bring to
school is basic alphabetic principles. The concept of basic alphabetic principles is
comprised of two parts. The first is the component of alphabetic awareness and second is
alphabetic understanding. Alphabetic awareness is the understanding that the sounds of
spoken language (phonemes) are symbolically represented by letters (graphemes) in
reading and writing. (Roberts, 1998; Carnine, Silbert. & Kameenui, 1997). For example
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the symbol "M" has a name "M" and it makes the sound "mmm". When a student
understands the basics of alphabetic awareness principles they can begin to benefit from
instruction in encoding and/or decoding the phoneme/grapheme matching relationships.
Alphabetic understanding is students understanding that letters represent sounds and that
whole words embody a sound structure of individual sounds and patterns of sounds.
(Carnine, Silbert, & Kameenui, 1997).
Individuals are not born knowing the relationships between the way letters sound
and the way they are represented in print. As a part of reading and writing instruction, a
student must be shown the relationship between sounds and the symbols that stand for
sounds in order for the student to come to a complete understanding of reading and
writing. (Purcell-Gates, 1998). This matching of phoneme/grapheme or sound/symbol
relationships allows beginning readers to match up words that begin with the same sound
(Bear & Barone, 1998). With the use of basic alphabetic principles, individuais are able
to learn a large number of words and they can decode short words and make decoding
attempts at sounding out new words (McCormick & Mason, 1986).
Research on alphabetic principles has shown that specific instruction in each of
the letter/sound correspondences and phonemic awareness instruction created a larger
impact on reading and spelling performances than using letter/sound instruction only
(Ball & Blachamn, 1991). Knowledge of basic alphabet principles enables students to
develop word recognition, beginning reading fluency, and beginning comprehension
skills (O'Shaughnessy, & Lee, 2000.). With these two principles, alphabetic awareness
and alphabetic understanding, students can come to school knowing that symbols for
sounds are called letters and that the letters represent sound unit and that sound units put
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together form words (Juel, 1990). With a knowledge of environmental print and
alphabetic principles children can bring basic phonic structures to school.
Phonemic Awareness
Once individuals have an understanding that specific shapes have specific sounds
and that symbols grouped together form words, the next step is manipulating the
individual sounds to create new meanings. This manipulation of sounds is called
phonemic awareness. Phonemic awareness is teaching students to identify phonemes,
focus on individual phonemes, and manipulate phonemes by blending and segmenting
phonemes into words (Ehri, Nunes, Stahl & Willows, 2001). Measures of school children
and their ability to manipulate phonemes strongly predicts the success or failure of
learning to read (Stanovich, 1986). Specific instruction in phonemic awareness has
shown significant improvement and continued success for students from kindergarten
through the twelfth grade in reading and writing skills (Ball & Blachman,
199l;Blachman, 1991; Blachman , Ball, Black, & Tangel, 1994; Bradley & Bryant; 1983;
Byrne & Fielding-Barnsley, 1991, 1993, 1995; Calfree, Lindamood, & Lindamood, 1973,
Juel, 1991; Castle, Riach, & Nicholson, 1994; Cunningham, 1990; Stanovich, 1986;
Wagner, Torgesen, & Rashotte, 1994; Warren-Lubecker and Carter, 1988). Tn addition to
phonemic awareness, phonics is another component of reading that students may have
knowledge of before school.
Basic Phonic Structures
Phonics is knowledge and understanding about letter-sound correspondences. The
intent of phonics instruction is to use knowledge of the letter-sound correspondences to
figure out the pronunciation of words with which students are unfamiliar in written form
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(Hiebert & Raphael, 1998). Phonics instruction requires students to decode
phonologically from the beginning to the end of words (Beck, I. 1998). Children are
taught isolated letter sounds in a prescribed sequence. After mastering the sounds of a
few letters, the sounds are blended to form words. Then students learn additional letter
sounds to decode new and more complex words. The procedure of learning more and
more sounds continues until all the sounds are of individual letters and letter groups
(Carbo, Dunn, & Dunn, 1986).
Young children learning about the alphabet relate not to graphemes, but to
phonemes, the speech segment represented by graphemes. Furthermore young children
do not naturally notice speech they must be taught to recognize phonemes (Schikendanz
1998).
Literacy Development
Once in elementary school there are three basic phases of reading acquisition: a
cognitive phase where students become aware of the tasks needed to become a reader, a
mastering phase where reading skills are practiced until mastery, and an automaticity
phase where reading skills are practiced until fluency is performed with out conscious
attention (Downing, 1979). The cognitive phase requires students to realize that words
can be broken into syllables and phonemes, that the phoneme is a unit in the speech
stream represented by the symbols in an alphabetic system and that the phonemes can be
(re)assembled into words (Ball & Blachrnan, 1988). The mastering phase requires
students to have an expanding sight word vocabulary (so their reading flow is not
interrupted by taking time to decode/define commonly used words), to read out loud and
silently with greater fluency and accuracy, to focus on the meaning of what they have
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read, to reread for greater clarity. The automaticity phase is where students fluently read
across genres without conscious thought of the mechanics of reading. In this phase,
students can change reading style (i.e., skimming or in depth reading) depending on what
they read (i.e., newspapers for general information or textbooks for a class report)(Bear
and Barone, 1998).
The flip side of reading is writing. Children experiment with forming words as
they are learning how words are formed. Therefore, experimenting with writing is a
crucial part of learning to read.
Proto Writing/Writing
Another concept that children can bring to school is proto-writing/writing. Proto
writing is defined as child-made scribbles or lines that are the child's representation of
writing (Bear & Barone, 1998, Adams, 1990). Many feel that proto-writing skills are
prerequisite skills that lead to concept of word, and structural knowledge of sentences and
texts (Kamberelis, & Perry, M in Laney (Ed.), 1994). Through these proto-writing skills
children discover the various relationships between speech and print in addition to the
mechanical structures of print such as directionality, linear structure of print and
letter/word boundaries (Purcell-Gates, 1998). These proto-writing skills or "scribbles"
exhibit the distinctive features of the culture writing system (Teale & Sulzby, 1986).
Proto-writing begins with scribbling, continues with drawing and linear-repetitive writing
and gradually becomes letter-like writing and imitation of conventional print (Fields,
Spangler, & Lee, 1991). The scribbling phase is where the student makes random marks
with no differentiation between drawing and writing. During the drawing phase the
student uses illustrations to tell a story. Linear-repetitive writing phase is where the
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student's writing is linear, unifonn in size, repetitious, symbolic, and has the shape of
writing.
After proto-writing, writing develops into attempts to convey messages through
letters and words. Generally four stages can be defined in writing development. First,
students use non-phonetic use of letters. The second stage is invented spelling where the
student shows some relationship between sounds and letters. Next is beginning spelling
where the student shows a more sophisticated understanding ofletter-sound relationships.
Finally the student uses advanced spelling where complex spelling patterns are
understood and shown in writing (Fields, Spangler, & Lee, 1991).
The letter-like writing phase is where the student's writing is formed by letter-like
shapes that resemble letters with no more than two letters alike next to each other in
imitation of conventional print. While linear-repetitive writing and letter-like writing
seem similar they differ because in letter-like writing the student purposefully places
nonsimilar letters next to each other in an imitation of print. Imitation of conventional
print is where a student creates writing that has chunks of letters that appear to be words
or phrases. These chunks of letters are created from purposeful placed letters that do not
create any true words. The student's use of non-phonetic letter placement makes no
attempt at making sound-symbol relationships. Imitation of conventional print may
include reordering letters of memorized words.
Imitation of print can also be called invented spelling. Invented spelling is a
nonstandard form of writing that has five different strategies that children can use:
prephonemic, early phonemic, phonetic, simple associations, and strategic extension.
Prephonemic spelling is the use of letters to write but the letters have no relationship with
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the phoneme/grapheme relationship (ex "J" for "car"). Early Phonemic spelling is the
representation ofthe needed phonemes by some ofthe correct graphemes ( ex. "BR" for
"bear"). Phonetic spelling is an attempt to represent the correct letters for the correct
sounds (ex "WTR" for "water"). Simple association spelling is the use ofvowels and
consonants examples ofthis are spelling "BUP" for "BUMP or spelling "ROD" for
"ROAD". Strategic extension spelling is the interpretations ofsome ofthe more complex
patters ofgrammar but not ofstandard rules (ex "sope for "soap.")
Beginning spelling is the use ofliteral representation for letter name as sounds or
one letter per syllable. In advanced spelling attempts are made to regularize sound
symbol relationships and to use standard spelling. In this last phase children use self
correction to match models resulting in more standard spelling (Fields, Spangler, &_ Lee,
1991.). Children take these steps developmentally as they learn about the uses ofprint
and how print relates to reading. As children move from one concept ofprint level to
another concept ofprint level they are moving closer to the understanding ofthe
grapheme/phoneme relationship and that relationship will help to unlock the meaning of
words. As students use proto writing/writing to create meaning, in conjunction with
learning the relationships between the shape and sound ofletters, students begin to use
basic alphabetic principles to further create more specific meaning.
There are many skills that individuals must master in order to learn how to read.
Schools provide instruction on the skills necessary to learn how to read. Once a student
enters school they are provided reading instruction in one oftwo broad instructional
methods.
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Reading Instruction Delivery Methods
There are two broad categories ofreading instruction delivery methods: top down
and bottom up. The top down method contends that students bring a set amount of
information to school and with the prerequisite information meaning is construed through
reading a text. The bottom up methods contends that there is a code to reading and that
code must be taught (Gunning 1992).
Top Down Method
The top down method holds that reading begins with information students bring to
school (components of emergent literacy and prior experiences with reading and writing)
and that in reading a texts meaning is construed though the whole story. A brief view of
the top down method notes that a story has meaning, it has words, the words are made of
sounds, the sounds are represented by letters, and the letters are symbols (Graves, Juel, &
Graves 1998; Gunning 1992). Readers construct meaning during reading by using prior
knowledge by predicting, selecting, confirming and selfcorrecting as they make sense of
what they are reading (Goodman, 1986).
Since readers construe meaning through prior knowledge about letters, the
mechanics of reading, and comprehension, the top down method holds that students are
responsible for comprehending a story in its whole form without providing specific
instruction ofthe various components. The top down method has been given the name of
whole language in the scholarly research and in the general public.
Whole Language
Whole language is an educational movement based on the belief that language
learning takes place most effectively when learners are engaged collaboratively in
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meaningful and purposeful uses oflanguages (Smith, 1994). It provides interesting,
comprehensible texts while helping children understand less comprehensible texts. Whole
language involves instilling a love ofliterature, problem-solving and critical thinking,
collaboration, authenticity, and personalized learning (Goodman, Bird, & Goodman,
1991). Reading lessons emphasize a child's own written language. Reading lessons are
child-centered rather than teacher-centered, with the assumption that children's reading
and writing competence will develop out ofa child's need to communicate better (Stahl
& Miller 1989). Reading materials are obtained with an emphasis on trade books.
Phonics lessons are provided in an unsystematic and incidental context - based on
perceived needs (Stahl & Miller 1989). Priority is given to reading and writing activities
that develop a child's construction ofmeaning. Phonics lessons are conducted
opportunistically in the context ofmeaning in reading and writing. Performance-based
assessments, such as portfolios, are preferred to formal or skill focused assessment of
progress (Poorman, et al. 1998). For comprehension, whole language believes that
cueing systems are used to recode words into meaning. Recoding comes from prior
language experience, knowledge ofthe structure, intonation, and vocabulary of ones
native language, and general experience with written language to provide a context for
comprehension (Goodman, 1968).
Whole language is a concept that embodies a philosophy oflanguage
development, instructional approaches and a specific view ofthe role that facilitators
play. Whole language's theories oflearning and language have six main parts: language
learning is easy when it is real, whole, and relevant using real literature; language is both
personal and social; language is learned through using language simultaneously in the
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context ofauthentic speech and literacy events; language development is empowering
because the user "owns" it; language learning is learning how ones' friends, parents and
culture uses language; language is a holistic personal-social achievement(Goodman,
1986; Bergeron 1990; Dudley-Marlin, 1995 Tierney, Readence, & Dishner 1995).
Language learning is easy when it's real, whole, and relevant. Language is both
personal and social. Individuals are driven by a need to communicate and language is
shaped by a culture's norms (Goodman, 1986). Language is learned through using
language simultaneously in the context ofauthentic speech and literacy events. Literacy
events are the uses ofreal literature and writing in the context ofmeaningful, functional,
and cooperative experiences in order to develop in student's motivation and interest in
the process ofleaming (Goodman, 1986; Bergeron, 1990). Language development is
empowering because the user "owns" the process. The user makes the decisions on when
to use language, who to use it with and for what reason. Whole language holds that
children are always learning; children learn best what is meaningful and relevant to them;
and control ofleaming rests with the learner (Dudley-Marlin, 1995). Understanding how
one's friends, parents, and culture use language is the beginning ofcorrect usage ofthe
structure, form, intonation, and vocabulary ofone's native language (Ward, 1971;
Hickerson, 1980; Trudgill, 1983). Language is a holistic personal-social achievement that
includes reading and writing in the context ofmeaningful, functional, and cooperative
experiences in order to develop in student's motivation and interest in the process of
learning (Tierney, Readence & Dishner (1995).
Whole language's theory has a specific view ofthe role that facilitators play
(Goodman, 1986). Teachers are perceived as facilitators rather than directors oflearning
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(Foorman, Francis, Fletcher, Schatschnieder, & Mehta 1998). Whole language holds that
facilitators understand there is no language without symbols and systems ofregisters,
grammar, and dialect that are inclusive and indivisible used as a whole. These systems
are connected in a context ofspeech, literacy event or book. Whole language proponents
believe that language is learned, that reading is strategic, and that learners make informed
observations based on student response to support student learning. Under the whole
language theory, facilitators establish learning-centered environments and continually
reflect on the process ofreading (Stephens, 1990). Additionally, whole language
proponents contend that facilitators expect a degree ofautonomy in their classrooms and
to vary the use ofadopted text programs, curricula, and materials and in some instances
to reject materials and programs (Goodman, 1986).
Whole language is a series of "beliefs about children who are born with the
capability to learn all facets oftheir native language intuitively, and have already done a
good job with oral language and the beginnings ofliteracy before coming to
school"(Yatvin, 1991). However, there is a problem inherent with this theory. What
should be done when a child has had little or no experiences with reading and writing?
How are individuals supposed to construe meaning from prior knowledge when there
have been limited literacy experiences?
Ultimately there is no single set of instructional practices that constitute a whole
language approach to teaching; instead, individual teachers create quite different whole
language programs-depending on the situation in which they find themselves and their
students needs (Graves & Graves, 1994). The definitions are diverse not only from what
_
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the students are doing but from the personal and professional histories individual teachers
have (Watson, 1989).
Summary of Whole Language
Defining whole language is problematic. Ifdifferent definitions ofwhole
language reading instruction are used in schools within a single division or in different
classrooms within a single school building then there will be great deal of varied and
different qualities ofreading instruction taking place. Ifdifferent forms ofwhole
language reading instruction are taking place within a single school, how are teachers
going to ensure complete coverage ofskills attempted, attained, and mastered? Children
from one grade are usually reassigned with different classmates in the next school year;
teachers are potentially faced with a classroom full ofstudents that received many
different views and facets ofthe same reading material. How could any teacher design
instructional lesson plans for the class ofstudents who in effect received a dozen different
forms ofreading instruction? Would that teacher have to create one or two dozen lesson
plans daily? The sheer manpower drain would be enormous.
Whole Language Research
Scientific research on whole language is problematic for two reasons. The first is
the child-centered nature ofthe whole language theory. The second is the resistance of
whole language theorist and practitioners to use formal assessments. The child-centered
nature ofwhole language holds that the students "owns" his or her own language
development process (Goodman, 1986). Since the students owns the process how would
any teachers be able to assess that child compared to another child? Whole language
proponents hold that standardized tests in reading and writing focus on specific skills and
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words with emphasis on obscure texts which test for things other than "effective uses of
language" (Goodman, 1986). Standardized tests. are inappropriate for judging whole
language programs (Goodman, 1986). Smith (1986) stated that "tests do not know
students the way teachers do, tests are more appropriate for superficial indications than
for general impressions. Teachers know when learning is not taking place - their
students' faces reveal when they are not learning."
Investigators can easily show in case study format that any given child will learn
something from whole language instruction, but not how that child measures up to others.
These case studies are often written by classroom teachers who identify with the whole
language approach without any guarantee on the reader's behalf of their effectiveness in
the classroom (Rankin-Erickson & Pressley, 2000). The real test is in comparison of
students to students in using standardized tests. Stahl and Miller's (1989) meta analysis
showed that whole language was good for providing a conceptual base for kindergartners
but a code-based approach showed larger gains than the whole language students. A
follow up meta-analysis showed the same results (Stahl, McKenna, & Pagnucco 1994).
Bottom Up Method
Proponents of the bottom up method hold that reading is a system of learning
where there are basic building blocks for understanding the code of reading. That code is
phonics. Phonics is the building block structures that written language is based upon.
Phonics instruction comes in two forms. The first form is implicit phonics instruction
where phonics instruction is embedded in students construing meaning from the printed
word. The second method is explicit phonics instruction where the building blocks are
taught systematically building one skill upon another skill. Symbols are letters, letters
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mean ce1iain sounds, sounds together form words, words have meaning, words together
form a story, a story has meaning (Graves, Juel, & Graves 1998, Gunning, 1992).
Systematic phonics instruction has specific instructional criteria. The following section
will discuss implicit and explicit phonics instruction characteristics.
Implicit Phonics Instruction
Implicit phonics instruction is defined as providing phonics instruction in an
unstructured, opportunistic manner during reading and writing classroom instruction
(Poorman, Francis, Fletcher, Schatschnieder, & Mehta 1998). Whole language uses
implicit phonics instruction concurrently with reading and writing "events" to teach the
understanding and use ofletters and sounds.
Explicit Phonics Instruction
Systematic phonics is the instructional method where the relationship between
phonemes and graphemes and the relationship to words is taught in a systematic way
using planned out and sequential introduction of phonemic relationships (Adams, 1990,
Harris & Hodges, 1995) The key to the use ofsystematic phonics is the scope and
sequence that is used for reading instruction. The scope and sequence is defined as a
prescribed set ofassociations between letters and sounds when they are taught and in
what order (Carnine & Silbert, 1979). Systematic phonics includes instruction in the basic
relationships between phonemes and graphemes as well as the relationships between
consonants and vowels. Systematic phonics also includes the identification and use of
consonant digraphs and blends in the initial, medial, and final positions in words. These skills are taught through extensive, pre-specified sets ofletter/sound correspondences
which create sequential sets ofphonics elements that are taught directly and
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systematically. There are different instructional methods of teaching systematic phonics.
Among them are synthetic phonics, analytic phonics, analogy phonics, phonics through
spelling, and phonics in context (NRP 2000) Synthetic phonics teaches individuals to
convert letters into sounds and then blend the sounds to form words (Caimey, 1983).
Analytic phonics teaches individuals to analyze and use letter sound relationships once a
word is identified. Analogy phonics teaches individuals to use parts of written words that
they already recognize to identify new words. Phonics through spelling teaches
individuals to transform sounds in letters to write words. Phonics in context teaches the
use of letter/sound correspondences along with context clues to identify unfamiliar
words. (NRP 2-99-2-105) Systematic phonics is not, as Goodman (1986) argues,
"skills" that are arbitrarily chosen and that whatever research they were based on was
done with rats and pigeons or children that were treated in the research; like rats and
pigeons.
Systematic phonics research
Systematic phonics instruction is the instructional method where the relationship
between phonemes and graphemes and the relationship to words is taught in a systematic
way using planned out and sequential introduction of phonemic relationships (Adams,
1990, Harris & Hodges, 1995). The National Reading Panel (NRP) (2000) gave a
recommendation based on their meta-analysis of phonics instruction. Their
recommendation was that "that systematic phonics instruction makes a bigger
contribution to children's growth in reading than alternative programs providing
unsystematic or no phonics instruction" (p2-92). Systematic phonics instruction shows
strong gains in reading for students in kindergarten (Blachman, Tangel, Ball, Black, &
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McGraw, 1999; Bond, Ross, Smith, & Nunnery, 1995-96; Geresten, Darch, & Gleason,
1988; Martinussen, & Kirby, 1998; Torgensen, Wagner, Rashotte, Rose, Lindamood,
Conway, & Garvan, 1999; Vandervelgen & Siegel, 1997) in first grade (Bond, Ross,
Smith, & Nunnery, 1995-96; Brown & Felton, 1990; Eldredge, 1991; Evans & Carr,
1985; Poorman, Francis, Fletcher, Schatschneider, & Mehta, 1998; Fulwiler & Groff,
1980; Leach & Siddall, 1990; Mantzicopooulos, Morrison, Stone, & Setrakan, 1992;
Santa & Hoien, 1999; Snider, 1990b; Tunmer & Hoover, 1993; Umbach, Darch, &
Halpin, 1989), in later elementary school (grades 2-5) (Bond, Ross, Smith, & Nunnery,
1995-96; Poorman, Francis, Fletcher, Schatschneider, & Mehta, 1998; Poorman, Francis,
Winikates, Mehta, Schatschneider, & Fletcher, 1997; Gittelman & Feingold, 1983;
Greaney, Tunmer, & Chapman, 1997; Lovett, Ransby, Hardwick, Johns, & Donaldson,
1989; Lovette & Steinbach, 1997; Silberberg, Iverson, & Goins, 1973; Vickery,
Reynolds, & Cochran, 1987). A meta-analysis of fourteen whole language studies by
Jeynes and Littell (2000) showed that low socioeconomic status students who received
reading instruction that included teacher-directed instruction in phonics and used basal
readers consistently performed better than counterparts that received whole language
only. Dahl, Scharer, Lawson, & Grogan (1999) noted that achievement outcomes were
higher in whole language classrooms when they included a more complex and varied mix
of phonics instructional events. Even .using a whole language instructional method
including systematic phonics instruction creates higher outcomes (Eldrege, 1991).
Specifically, students with strong phoneme-segmentation ability-learned to perfonn
sounding and blending tasks more successfully than those children who have only
chance-level phoneme segmentation ability Ruddell, Rudell &Singer,1994) In addition,
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Gurren and Hughes (1965) noted that early and intensive phonics instruction, as opposed
to gradual phonics instruction, produce superior reading achievement. These studies
show that including intentional phonics instruction is an advantage to reading instruction.
Boiled down systematic phonics instruction in the early grades creates large gains
in reading and spelling from kindergarten to the sixth grade as a result of primary
instruction and as a result of remediation. Effective phonics instruction has these
guidelines: a) phonics builds on concepts of how print functions, b) phonics builds on
phonemic awareness, c) phonics is clear and direct, d) phonics develops independent and
automatic word recognition strategies so students can focus on comprehension (Stahl,
1992).
There is an instructional method that uses effective phonics instruction
characteristics. This instructional method is called Direct Instruction.
Direct Instruction
The Direct Instruction (DI) model is a behaviorally oriented educational program.
It utilizes a tightly controlled instructional method and highly structured teaching
materials. It aims to accelerate the learning of children in reading, language, and
arithmetic. Although the instruction is programmed, the emphasis is placed on the
children's learning intelligent behavior rather than specific pieces of information by rote
memorization. The DI approach uses a fast moving series of programmed questions and
answers. Teachers present specified questions to elicit a verbal child response. Proper
responses are reinforced and wrong answer corrected according to specified procedures.
(Abt, 1977).
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Direct Instruction is a systematic, explicit teaching of academic information
through sound instructional design and highly structured classroom instruction. DI's
instructional design has five principles: identify the "big ideas" to organize content; teach
explicitly, use generalizable strategies; scaffold instruction; integrate skills and concepts;
and provide adequate review (Stein, Carnine, & Dixon, 1998, Gersten , Woodward,
&Darch 1986).
The last quarter of the twentieth and early twenty-first century has seen numerous
studies on design of instruction effectiveness of DI in most academic subjects.
Specifically in reading, DI principles have been used to show gains in drawing inferences
from complex narrative passages (Carnine, Kameeuni, a& Woolfson 1982), learning
vocabulary words (Kameenui, Carnine, & Freschi 1982; Simmons & Kameenui 1989),
solving math word problems, and complex algorithms (Darch, Carnine & Gersten 1984;
Kameenui & Carnine 1986; Kameenui & Griffin 1989), integration of reading and
writing skills (Simmons, Kameenui, Dickson, Chard, Gunn,, & Baker, 1994; Dickson,
Simmons, & Kameenui 1995), enhancing critical thinking skills (Patching, Kameenui,
Carnine, Gerseten & Clovin, 1983), beginning reading and decoding skills (Kameenui,
Stein, Carnine &·Maggs 1981; Simmons & Kameenui 1989; Baker, Kameenui, Simmons,
& Sthal 1994). DI has shown skill gains for decoding and phonemic awareness in
kindergartners and preschoolers (Byrne & Fielding-Bamsly 1991; Fielding-Barnsly
1997), gains in reading, spelling and arithmetic in pre-kindergarteners and kindergartners
(Weisberg, 1988), reading growth in first graders (Scarcelli & Morgan, 1999); overall
reading achievement of second graders (Ashworth 1999), reading gains of first graders
(Snider 1990a), and reading new words quicker by phonics rather than whole words
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(Carnine 1977). In addition, DI has also shown increases in academic gain for students
with mild to moderate disabilities (White, 1988; O'Connor, Jenkins, Cole, & Mills 1993;
Marston, Deno, Kim, Diment, & Rodgers,1995, McCormick and Becker 1996,Gardill &
Jitendra 1999, Swanson 1999). DI can be used as primary instruction or as a program for
remediation.
Remediation
In the second grade students not reading on grade level need to receive remedial
reading services. The National Research Council (Snow, Burns, & Griffin,(Eds.),1998)
describes prevention ofreading difficulties in three levels. Primary prevention is
ensuring coherent and competent instruction in reading. Secondary prevention is the
promotion ofcompensatory skills and behaviors. Tertiary prevention is explicit remedial
or rehabilitative focus. Primary and secondary prevention levels are those methods and
strategies taught to children in kindergarten and first grade. During the second grade and
beyond students are challenged with reading unfamiliar texts to be used in determining
meaning and synthesis ofmeaning. McCormick(1995) listed fourteen principles of
reading remediation: begin early, consider the benefits ofone to one tutoring, take into
account the effects of the teacher's instructional actions during the group learning,
provide opportunities for collaborative learning, consider the implications of independent
·work, time on task, let students read, encourage outside reading, model effective reading
behaviors, provide feedback and correction, stimulate motivation, cooperate with
classroom teacher, enlist parent help, let research guide your instruction. When you
control for group size (i.e., no one-to-one tutoring) the recommendations from
McCormick neatly dovetail with DI- reading instruction. Direct Instruction services are
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composed of six parts: extra instruction, early remediation, careful instruction,
instructionally sound materials, rapid progress, and motivation (Carnine, Silbert, &
Kameenui, 1997).
In addition Gunning (1998) noted that the skills and strategies that achieving students
soak up frequently escape low achieving readers unless they are provided with explicit
explanations and demonstrations. Low achieving readers need a program of direct,
intensive, systematic instruction. Simmons, Baker, Fuchs, Fuchs, & Zigmond, (1995)
stated that when children fail to learn to read it is not the students fault, but the teacher's
inability to communicate the information to the student.
If whole language is implemented with many different variations and children
continue to exhibit difficulties in reading can Direct Instruction be used to remediate
fourth grade students who have already received four years of whole language instruction
and who have had limited success in reading?
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CHAPTER THREE
Method
Method and Subjects
A nomandom quasiexperimental desi gn was used to collect data for this study. A
convenience sample was used to select the subjects for this study. The subjects of this
study are fourth grade students in elementary school located in southside, Virginia. The
school is a low socio-economic school. Approximately 40 percent of the students receive
free or reduced price lunches. The school population in 2002-2003 included
approximately 725 kindergarten through fifth grade students. The total number of
participants in this study was 69 fourth grade students. Of this 37 were in assigned to the
experimental group and 32 were assi gned to the control group. The experimental group
(DI group) received Direct Instruction reading instruction for five school months
(September 15-January 15). The control group (Whole Language group) did not receive
DI for the same five months. They received reading instruction based on a whole
language format. Comparisons of the two coho1i group pre-post test scores will address
the theory that DI produces stronger reading gains for fourth grade students than whole
language reading instruction.
Participants
Selection ofparticipants. In the spring prior to fourth grade all third grade
students were given the DRA. Students scoring 38 and above on the DRA were assigned
to a whole language reading class for the fourth grade. Level 38 was the benchmark for
determination for being on grade level. Students scoring below level 38 on the DRA
were assigned to a reading remediation class in which all reading instruction was DI.
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After this assignment by test scores, administrators/teachers moved some student
between groups based on their lmowledge of student's prior achievement. The
experimental group included students scoring below 38, including all special education
students (Students with Leaming Disabilities, Mild Mental Disabilities and students with
504 plans). Of the original 69 students in the study 22 were excluded due to their being
given a different posttest. The experimental group was comprised of 36 individuals
(n=36). The control group was comprised of 11 individuals (n= l 1).
Materials
Description ofpre and post test assessment tool. The DRA was used as a pre and
post test to establish the groups we will measure for student reading gains during the
testing period. Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) published by Celebration
Press is a developmental reading test administered by trained teachers to elementary
school age students. Each test was comprised of a student reading a pre-selected story
from the publisher and a scoring booklet which was administered to an individual student
to determine a student's reading level. A testing session was defined as a student reading
the text and the test administrator taking quantitative notes on the number of student
uncorrected miscues and teacher provided cues. Then questions were read from the
· scoring sheets to the student. The administrator records the student's responses. Teachers
scored students on rate of reading, accuracy, understanding/comprehension, reading
stage, phrasing and reading rate. Reading rate was the number of uncorrected miscues
and teacher directed cues during oral reading. Accuracy was recorded in the number of
corrected and unconected miscues a student made in a reading selection.
Understanding/comprehension score was determined by using a scale that represents their
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comprehension of what they had read. The four scales are "little understanding", "some
understanding", "adequate understanding", and "very good understanding". The four
scales are identified through students retelling the story through a system of prompts.
Such as what happened first?, then next?, next?, and then finally? Each scale is defined
by subcomponents that illustrate what the students did and did not comprehend. Each part
of the Understanding/comprehension scale is further defined. "Little understanding" is
defined as the student being unorganized in the retelling, missing important details,
including incorrect information, and misinterpretation of content of stories. "Some
understanding" is defined as students being somewhat organized in the retelling, focusing
on parts rather than the whole, providing events out of sequence, includes some details
about characters and events, and some misinterpretation of story content. "Adequate
understanding" is defined as the retelling is organized but may be choppy, the retelling is
sequential for the most part, includes inf01mation on main ideas, details about characters,
setting and events, with literal interpretation of the story. "Very good understanding" is
defined as the retelling is effectively organized, fluid and sequential, including main idea,
important details about characters, settings and events, the students reveals the use of
background knowledge and experience to interpret story, and finally uses
vocabulary/special phrases form the story. Reading stages for the DRA are defined as
emergent, early, transitional, and extending. Emergent readers read levels A to 2, early
readers read 3-10, transitional readers read 12-12 and extending readers read levels 2444. Phrasing is defined as whether or not students read word by word, in short phrased,
in longer phrases, and do they observing punctuation or reread to include punctuation.
Reading rate is defined as the test administrator choosing from slow, inconsistent, too fast
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and adjusted appropriately (Williams,1999). All teachers were trained to give the DRA
test.
Leveling DRA scores. The original DRA levels A-44 are discontinuous. They are as
follows: A,1, 2,3,4, 6,8,10,12,14,16, 18,20,24,28,30,34,38,40,44. A telephone
conversation between the researcher and the DRA publishers (L. Cranfill - Product
Specialist,personal communication,March 30,2003) determined that though the
numbering was discontinuous,each succeeding level was higher than the previous one.
In order to determine how many reading levels each student had improved during the five
months of instruction,the testing was renumbered as follows for the purpose of this study
only:A= l,1=2,2=3,3=4,4=5,6=6,8=7,10=8,12=9,14=10,16=11,18=12,20=13,
24=14,28=15,30=16,34=17,38=18,40=19,44=20.
Programs Used
Corrective reading levels a & b. This program is published by Scientific
Research Associates (SRA) it is a code-based reading curriculum designed for students in
grades 4 through 12 who have not learned to read proficiently in other programs and do
not learn well on their own. Corrective Reading allows students to work in a
comprehension strand, a decoding strand,or both. Each of these strands has four levels.
The decoding strand progresses from teaching letter sounds and blending skills to reading
expository passages characteristic of textbook material. The comprehension strand helps
develop reasoning strategies used by successful readers; e.g.,applying prior knowledge,
making inferences,and analyzing evidence. Both strands include teacher presentation
books,teacher guides,student books,and workbooks. Ongoing assessment is built into
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the program to provide immediate feedback. (Carnine, Silbert, & Kameenui 1997;
Engelmann, S, Carnine, L., Johnson, G., Hanner, S., Osborn, S., & Haddox, P. 1998).
Whole language reading program. It is defined as a locally developed reading
and grammar course based on the State ofVirginia Standards ofLearning (SOLs)
containing two parts. Part one is reading. Part two is grammar. Reading for the whole
language program is further defined as students reading in three genres - humorous
fiction, non-fiction/fiction, and biographies. Each genre is taught with students keeping a
folder that contains: vocabulary lists (definitions are acquired as students read), character
profiles, character comparisons, notes on setting, story maps, and clarifying notes.
Vocabulary list is a student compilation ofvocabulary definitions gathered as students
read. Character profiles are compiled as the students read; each profile included a list of
character motives, relationships, and actions/reactions. Character comparisons is a
student completed "T" chart comparing and contrasting main characters. ''Notes on
setting" is defined as student notes on settings in the various texts they read. Story maps
are hand drawn maps that students draw that provide details ofthe above sections and the
relationships. Finally, clarifying notes are notes taken by students to clarify characters,
characters motives, character relationships, plot and plot devices, settings, themes, and
other traditional language arts terms.
For daily class work students are broken into groups offour to have internal and
external group discussions on characters, settings, character motivations, and predictions.
The physical act ofreading each genre is performed in one offour methods: silent
reading, inter group reading, whole class reading (students read out loud), and/or the
teacher reads out loud to the whole class. Students were assessed through an end oftext
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test that consisted of a test with comprehension questions of characters, plot, setting,
motives, and vocabulary.
Grammar instruction in the identification and use of the parts of speech (nouns,
verbs, pronouns, adjectives, and adverbs), punctuation and capitalization, subject and
predicates agreement within sentences. Further grammar instruction was provided in the
four types of sentences (interrogative, declarative, exclamatory, and imperative).
Treatment procedure
DI cohort. All the students in DI (experimental) group received lessons 1-43 in
the methods and procedures of Corrective Reading levels A&B. The teacher had been
trained to provide lessons in Corrective Reading by an SRA trainer in the summer of
2002.
Non-DI cohort. All students in the non-DI (control) group received whole
language instruction from another fourth grade teacher. The whole language instruction
was then provided through a whole language reading program designed by the study
locality.
Each student in the DI (experimental) and whole language (control) groups
received reading instruction for 90 minutes each school day during the treatment period.
Analysis of data
The data was analyzed using a one way analysis of variance (ANOVA).
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Chapter 4
Results
Pre and post testing
The subjects were pre tested in the end of their third grade year (late spring of
2002) for determining placement in cohort groups. In January of 2003 all cohort fourth
grade students were post tested for reading growth using the DRA. An average pretest
score and post test score for all DI cohort and whole language cohort students were
dete1mined. The results of this test are shown in the following table:

Table 1
Pre-Posf DRA Test Results
Group
Direct Instruction
Whole Language

Numbers
36
11

Pretest
16.6
17.6

Posttest
18.1
19.0

Average Level G;
1.6
1.4

A graphic representation of the above information can be found in chart 1.
Chart 1
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Hypothesis I
There is no significant difference between the groups receiving Direct Instruction
and whole language approach.
The reading score gain for the groups were analyzed using a one way analysis of variance
(ANOVA).
Table 2
Comparison of the reading scores of Direct Instruction and whole language groups
Source

Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

E

f:cv

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

19.50
1.82

1

19.50
1.82

4.53*
.02

3.94
.88

92
93

*12<.05.
The F calculated value was 4.53, which exceeded the critical value of 3.94
(df 1,92). Thus the null hypothesis was rejected. Students receiving DI scored higher
than students receiving whole language.
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Chapter 5
Discussion
In this study there is no statistical difference in reading gains of students who
receive Direct Instruction and students who receive whole language instruction. Students
in the DI and non-DI groups progressed at the same rate. This could lead most
individuals to assume that Direct Instruction (DI) is no better for teaching students to read
than a whole language program. If the DI and whole language cohorts were randomly
assigned to the control and experimental groups, perhaps this would be a valid
conclusion. However, the two cohorts were not randomly assigned.
Generally speaking average and above average learners learn at a faster rate than
below average learners (Hallahan & Kauffman, 2000). It then holds true that a
comparison of average/above average students to below average learner then the
average/above average learners would outperform the below average learner. It is
important that in this study the below average learners learned at the same rate as the
average/above average learner. This indicates that given a highly structur�d and effective
instructional method (Burke, Hagan, & Grossen, 1998), below average fourth grade
students can learn at the same rate as average and above average fourth grade learners. In
addition, if this can be true for fourth graders in need of remediation, then an earlier
intervention with Direct Instructions for younger students might be advised in order to
prevent slower students from falling behind into remediation.
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Limitations
In this study, students were grouped according to ability through pre-testing with
the DRA and teacher/administrative recommendations. The DI students (experimental
group) were fourth grade students in need ofremediation while the non-DI(control)
students were on grade level. The test for this study, DRA, had a maximum level of44.
It is possible that some ofthe whole language students who post tested at the 44 level
could have scored higher than that ifa higher level had been available. This could have
changed the statistical results. Other problems exist with the DRA. These other
problems arise because the psychometric data for the pre and post testing for this study is
applicable for first grade through third grade. A correctional study, determining an
independent reading level correlated to the Iowa Test ofBasic Skills - Reading subtest,
illustrated a correlation for first grade as (r = .65,p<.001), for second grade (r = .84,
p<.001) and for the third grade (r = .54, p< .001) (Weber, 2000). Showing a wide
disparity between grade levels. The psychometric reliability data for the DRA is
currently being examined for fourth through eighth grades (Pearson Leaming, n.d.).
The results would have been different ifthe statistical procedure used had taken
consideration of the unequal group size.
Recommendations
In any future study of fourth grade students a pre-post test assessment with a
wider range of reading levels should be used. This will prevent the creation of a false
ceiling on the posttest. In addition, using a more sensitive assessment, such as the
Woodcock Reading Mastery Test by American Guidance Service, would provide data
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across many subskills (e.g. word id, word comprehension, word attack, and passage
comprehension) and provide age and grade level scores.
In replicating this study it would be illustrative to see if using DI for both cohorts
would yield a significant difference in reading outcomes for each group. If below
average students participating in a DI program keep pace with average/above average
learners as found in this study, then the average and above average learners should also
excel with Direct Instruction.
It would also be illustrative to see if switching the cohorts would cause a
significant difference in reading outcomes. If students participating in a DI program
perform well enough to allow below average learners to keep pace with average/above
average learner, then certainly the average/above average learners would also excel.
Below average learners would likely show few to modest gains in reading in a traditional
program since it has been shown that whole language type traditional practices have little
effect on these students. (Stahl & Miller, 1989; Stahl & Pagnucco, 1994).
In any future studies, more variables such as age, ethnicity, gender, and socio
economic status should be included and analyzed. This would allow for more
distinctions to be made about the appropriate instructional model to be use for individual
students.
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